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A POLICY SPECTRUM FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 
Phil Heywood, Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane. 
 
Abstract 
Satisfactory and affordable housing plays a critical role in providing the safe spaces 
needed to nurture healthy, prosperous and self-reliant lives. These form the basis of 
any sustainable society, and are especially integral to the long-term future of mixed 
economy democracies. 
 
Because people’s dwellings affect and are affected by so many of their daily 
activities, effective policy for their funding, location, construction, acquisition and 
maintenance depends on recognizing and activating a very wide spectrum of sectors, 
programs and actions.  
 
In this presentation, examples and images of individual successes are drawn from 
across the world over the last century, to provide insights into promising solutions. 
These span the wide policy spectrum that is required to solve one of today’s most 
pressing problems, common to both developed and developing countries.   
 
 The presentation considers the three elements of housing inputs, processes and 
products. Inputs include funding, land, construction and regulation; processes involve 
service provision, home building and community engagement, and product embrace 
fulfillment or frustration of human values in provisions of affordable housing. 
 
Worldwide examples span the work of governments, market enterprises, voluntary 
organisations and communities.  Special attention is paid to achievements and 
images of post war UK New Towns, European Social Market Housing policies, 
informal housing upgrading in South Asian and Latin American countries, the rise 
and fall of Mortgage Guarantee schemes in the USA, partnership schemes between 
governments NGOs and communities, the role of micro credit in Bangladesh and 
elsewhere, community housing recycling schemes in the USA and cooperative and 
co-housing schemes in Europe and North America 
 
 The twin themes that emerge are the importance of collaboration and the 
necessarily multi sectoral nature of affordable housing policy. 
 
Finally an evaluation is made weighing the social and economic benefits of 
affordable housing against the financial and economic costs involved, indicating the 
lasting contributions that can result for the sustainability of the social and economic 
foundations of democratic societies with mixed economies. 
 
1. Themes 
         
Satisfactory and affordable housing plays a critical role in providing the safe spaces needed 
to nurture healthy, prosperous and self-reliant lives. These form the basis of any sustainable 
society, and are especially essential to the long-term future of mixed economy democracies. 
 
Because people’s dwellings affect and reflect so many of their daily activities, effective policy 
for their funding, location, construction, and tenure depends on recognizing and activating a 
wide spectrum of sectors, programs and actions.  
 
In order to provide insights into promising solutions to pressing housing problems in both 
developed and developing countries, this presentation examines a number of individual 
examples, drawn from across the world over the last century,  
 
2.     A Wide Spectrum of Approaches  
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Successful outcomes have been achieved by means of very different approaches.  In post 
World War Two Britain, new towns designated and funded by the national government were 
able to rehouse over a million people from inner city slums, bomb damaged areas and local 
government waiting lists swollen by the accommodation needs of post war baby boomers 
(Cullingworth, 1979). The parallel and even larger scale of West Germany’s Social Market 
Housing Policy accommodated over ten million people between 1947 and 1963 in rental and 
purchase units, built by market enterprises but regulated and supported by government tax 
incentives (Denton, Forsayth & Maclennan, 1968).  The USA’s equally large post war boom in 
privately built and owner occupied suburban dwellings likewise relied on market inducements 
offered by the mortgage guarantees of the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) (Congress 
of the United States, Congress Budget Office, 2010). In Australia, the Commonwealth 
Government’s post Global Financial Crisis (GFC) affordable housing program applied 
Keynesian economics in a successful economic stimulus package which operated from 2008-
2013 (Australian Government 2009). By contrast, the affordable high-rise construction directly 
undertaken by the Singapore Government’s Housing Development Board (HDB) has evolved 
to house more than 80% of the city-state’s population across 26 new towns and estates 
(HDB, 2016). Non Government Organisations (NGOs) have also grown to supply increasing 
proportions of many countries’ stocks of affordable housing. Swedish Housing Associations 
now provide a third of all that country’s housing completions, combining economy and quality 
with rapid implementation (Emanuelsson, 2015; Swedish Cooperative Housing Association, 
2016). In Portugal in the 1980s,CHEs (Economic Housing Cooperatives)  grew to  provide 
70% of all affordable housing  and 10 % of total new construction (Matos, 1994)  although 
their role is now much diminished.  In the developing world, collaborative programs of 
upgrading of informal settlements proved to be no less important and numerically significant 
and continue to exert beneficial impacts throughout much of South Asia and Latin America 
(Turner, 1977; UN-Habitat, 2003)  
N-Habitat (2003) Global Report on Human Settlements 2003, The Challenge of Slums, Eart 
 
3. The Elements of Housing 
 
In analysing and evaluating the results of these programs, it is useful to examine the three 
basic elements of their inputs, processes and outputs. Inputs include land, funds, construction 
workers & firms. Processes involve locating and developing sites, constructing and improving 
dwellings, providing physical and social services, and promoting sustainable social & 
economic engagement and collaboration. The desired outputs involve providing livable 
dwellings and essential services to satisfy basic human values of security, nurture, prosperity 
and social cohesion.  Such outcomes not only help shape personal learning, social skills and 
cultural vitality, but also justify and sustain social civility and consensus-based democratic 
politics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 1. THE THREE ELEMENTS OF HOUSING SYSTEMS 
OUTPUTS 
Satisfaction or 
frustration of basic 
values of security, 
nurture, autonomy, & 
social cohesion, 
economy and 
prosperity  
INPUTS 
Funding,  
Land supply 
Construction 
Regulation 
PROCESSES 
Locating and 
developing sites,  
Constructing and 
improving dwellings,  
Providing physical and 
social services,  
Promoting sustainable 
social & economic 
engagement and 
collaboration 
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4.  The Sectors & Agents of Production 
 
Logically, everyone in a society participates in the consumption of shelter. Even homeless 
people are negatively involved through exclusion. In the mixed economy societies that are 
increasingly the norm in the contemporary world, the two major stakeholders are, by 
definition, their governments and market enterprises (see Figure 1).  Nevertheless, non-
government and citizen-based organisations also play increasingly important roles, reflecting 
a heritage of thousands of years. Buddhist and Christian monasteries and almshouses are 
now joined by social housing organisations in helping meet the needs of rapidly growing 
towns and cities. The roles of individuals, families and communities go back even further - 
more than 100,000 years - to early wickerwork family shelters and cave dwellings (Leakey, 
1981).  The continuation of these roles in the current epoch has been celebrated by Henry 
Thoreau (2010) and passionately advocated by John Turner in his 1976 book Housing by 
People. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Culture & skills to support personal learning and social life. 
FIGURE 2: THE 4 MAIN PRODUCERS & AGENTS 
Market Enterprises 
Voluntary Sector of 
NGOs and CBOs 
Communities and 
Individuals 
Governments 
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5. The Political Economy of Affordable Housing. 
 
Both inputs to and outcomes from affordable housing vary sharply among political and 
economic regimes. In Table 1 Political Economy of Affordable Housing in its Global Context a 
nine-fold classification is proposed based on totalitarian, oligopolistic and representative 
political systems and command, mixed and free market economies, with varying exposure to 
problems of provision of affordable housing. 
 
TABLE 1: POLITICAL ECONOMY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN ITS GLOBAL 
CONTEXT 
 
For many of these types of political economy, affordable housing is not a significant issue. 
While most totalitarian regimes can readily ordain standardized and easily policed provisions, 
free market autocracies are able to ignore problems of affordability altogether by relying on a 
combination of the discipline of market and military regimes. Oligopolies, whether military, 
pragmatic or plutocratic are in positions to ensure that affordable housing is provided and 
occupied on terms financially attractive to the power holders’ own agencies and agents. In 
representative systems which are subject to strong social controls, it is in the interests of 
                                          
POLITICS >  
ECONOMICS  
v 
TOTALITARIAN 
Concentrated 
centralised power 
J. Machiavelli & K. Marx 
OLIGOPOLITAN 
Collusive, negotiated 
power  
G. Orwell &  C.W. Mills 
REPRESENTATIVE 
Elected & renewable 
power 
J.S. Mill & K. Popper 
COMMAND 
ECONOMY 
 
K. Marx & I. Lenin 
A. Hitler & J. 
Schact 
Mao Tze Tung  & 
Chou en Lai 
Servitude 
North Korea, Myanmar, 
Uzbekistan, 
Turkmenistan, 
& formerly USSR & PRC 
China 
(National Socialism  &  
Soviet Economics of 
20
th
 Century) 
Currently 0.2 bill people 
approx.. 
 
Junta Power  
Iran, Pakistan, Lebanon, 
Malaysia, Kazakhstan, 
Belarus 
(Pyramidal power, 
combining politics, 
business, military & 
religion) 
 
Currently 0.6 bill people 
approx.. 
Social Control 
Nicaragua, Venezuela , 
Bolivia,  
(Strict governmental 
controls over national & 
global markets) 
 
 
 
Currently 0.1 bill people 
approx.. 
MIXED ECONOMY 
 
 
J.M.Keynes  
P. Krugman 
T. Pinketty 
Lucrative Militarism 
Zimbabwe, Democratic 
Republic of Congo, 
Sudan, Somalia, Egypt, 
Morocco, Algeria 
(Regulation & discipline, 
justified by inherited 
and/or manufactured 
crises of order) 
Currently 0.4 bill people 
approx.. 
 
Pragmatic Hegemony 
PRC China (post Mao), 
Thailand, Post US 
Afghanistan, Ethiopia, 
Peru, Ecuador, 
Columbia 
 
(State managed balance 
of interests) 
 
Currently 1.7 bill people 
approx.. 
Social Market 
India, Bangladesh, 
Japan,  European 
Community, USA, 
Brazil, Argentina, Chile , 
Ruanda 
(Democratically 
managed markets.) 
 
 
Currently 2.7 bill people 
approx.. 
FREE MARKET 
ECONOMY  
 
 
F. Von Hayek ,  
M. Friedmann 
Monetised Autocracy 
Saudi Arabia, Abu 
Dhabi, Yemen, Uganda, 
Burundi, Senegal , 
Syria,  
 
(State power wielded in 
pursuit of financial  
interests of ruling elite  
 
Currently 0.2 bill people 
approx.. 
 
Plutocracy 
Russia,  Azerbaijan, 
Kazakhstan, Tajikstan 
 
 (Government 
manipulated by wealthy 
property and enterprise 
owners),   
 
Currently 0.4 bill people 
approx.. 
Hegemonic Democracy 
Mexico, Peru, Indonesia, 
Philippines,  Kenya,  
Sri Lanka, Nigeria, 
Georgia, Tajikistan, 
Turkey    etc 
(Money managed  
democracy) 
 
Currently 1.0 bill people 
approx.. 
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populist governments to ensure that people are adequately and securely housed, while free 
market democracies are able to disown public responsibility for matters allocated to  
individual choice such as shelter and work.  
 
It is therefore in representative regimes with mixed economies (which prevail for an estimated 
2.7 billion people or over a third of the world’s current population) that problems of 
affordability are likely to be acknowledged as most critical.  While their economic forces may 
well be drawn to supply the most lucrative forms of housing, their democratic political 
structure makes them responsive to demands for affordability as experienced by their 
electorates.  
 
6. Roles of Producers of Affordable Housing 
     
Of the four major stakeholders indicated in Figure 2, Governments are the most prominent 
and influential. For over 100 years, in first Western and then Southern European countries, 
particularly Britain, Netherlands, Germany, Portugal and Italy, governments have played 
increasingly prominent roles in managing the housing market and setting acceptable housing 
standards (Denton, Forsyth and Maclennan,1968; Housing Europe, 2015;  Branco and Alves 
2016; Cooperative Housing International, 2016; Cremaschi, 2016). Post war reconstruction 
and transitions from dictatorships to democracies accelerated this process.  Egalitarian social 
democratic goals combined with Keynesian deficit spending to tackle the urgent needs of 
European recovery (Donnison and Ungerson, 1982). Similar programs were adopted in some 
Australian and Canadian states and provinces to help house migrants and returning military 
personnel. Subsequently, partnership schemes introduced by the South Australian Housing 
Trust provided public land for private housing development in exchange for  contributions of 
around 10% of affordable new public dwellings (Marsden, 1986, 2011). Such social market 
policies and partnerships were again adopted in Australia’s post GFC Economic Stimulus to 
enable the voluntary sector to construct large volumes of affordable housing (Heywood, 
2011). 
 
Meanwhile in developing countries, the insensitivity and impracticality of trying to relocate 
large numbers of urban settlers and squatters in new high rise estates led many governments 
to increasingly adopt the squatter upgrading policies advocated by John Turner (1976). Such 
policies have been widely applied in Latin America and South Asia, particularly in the great 
cities of the Indian subcontinent. Led by Kolkata, Mumbai and Delhi, these have enabled 
millions of Bustee dwellers and squatters to improve improvised homes in dense districts 
supported by productive economies, in making use of newly installed services of sanitation, 
water, power and public access (UN Habitat, 2003).  
 
The contrasting new-build solution adopted in the small city state of Singapore has also 
succeeded, housing over two million people over a period of 40 years in new high rise tower 
blocks with well integrated urban services (Goodman, Huck–Ju & White, 1998) and avoiding 
the bad quality and poor living conditions of much of the USSR’s tower and slab housing 
(Bater,1981). In summary, it has been demonstrated that governments can play large, diverse 
and successful roles in providing affordable housing, by setting targets and managing 
integration with other key sectors. 
 
Although Market enterprises may prefer to concentrate on luxury and lucrative housing for 
the upper and middle classes, they can also play positive and significant roles in providing 
affordable housing packages. In Western Europe, North America and Australasia, tax breaks 
provide incentives for developers to build and continue renting affordable housing, accepting 
government incentives to tackle otherwise intractable housing shortages (Heywood, 2011).  
 
Market construction was also the mainspring of the housing process by which the USA 
achieved its current status as a middle class property owning democracy, with over 64% of 
families owning their own homes (Filler, 2016).  Over a period of 60 years, the Federal 
Housing Authority (FHA )  provided tens of millions of mortgage guarantees to white and blue 
collar workers through their agencies, affectionately known as Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac 
(US Department of Housing & Urban Development [HUD], 2016). Though ultimately abuse of 
lending and re-possession practices  by market operators’ would lead to the 2008 housing 
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collapse and the subsequent  Global Financial Crisis, this could have been avoided by better 
government regulation. It is significant that Spain continues quite successfully along this path 
resulting in 80 % of dwellings being owner occupied (Aguilar, Escobedo and Montagut, 2013) 
 
The roles of the Voluntary Sector in developing housing policy were first pioneered in Britain 
and mainland Western Europe, as long as two hundred years ago, when the first ”Terminating 
Building Societies” were founded to enable prescribed numbers of members to construct 
dwellings for each participant. A century later, Octavia Hill’s cooperative Housing Trusts in 
East London pioneered social housing associations, which now provide a total of over two 
million such affordable dwellings. Supported by the Homes & Communities Agency (HCA) 
with a 2008-11 triennial budget of 8 billion pounds, they provide a clear example of  
successful inter-sectoral partnership (HCA, 2008). In Sweden, Housing Associations now 
provide a third of all new housing and offer tenants a stake in homes, which they can sell 
when they move on. Collectively they own the dwellings through democratically elected 
Boards of Directors (JM, 2015).  
 
Although the role of cooperative housing in Portugal is now somewhat reduced, during the 
1980s as many as 10,000 dwellings or 10% of the national total were built each year, before 
the government policy of the Programa de Erradicação de Barracas (PER) shifted the 
emphasis. This program aims to provide state and municipality housing to 40,000 families 
living in slums, excluding co-operatives. However today over 600,000 people or nearly 6% of 
the total Portuguese population of 10.6 million continue to live in cooperative housing, making 
a significant contribution to the social wellbeing and stability of the nation (Cooperative 
Housing International, 2016. 
 
In Australia, major programs of affordable housing and suburban infrastructure were launched 
to counteract the effects of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC). Combining social market 
mechanisms with partnership approaches, they started to tackle the country’s historic lack of 
affordable housing. The Commonwealth Government’s offer of funds and tax concessions for 
construction and renting of affordable housing, largely ignored by market enterprises, was 
enthusiastically taken up by NGOs, and helped to maintain both the building industry and the 
nation’s stock of low cost housing. One example was the program of the Brisbane Housing 
Company (BHC), founded in 2002 with initial funding of $50 million from the Queensland 
State Government and  $10 million from Brisbane City Council (BHC, 2016; Heywood, 2011). 
BHC has sought to mix not only public, private and charitable funding but also public and 
private tenancies with dwellings for sale or rent. In ten years over 2,000 dwellings have been 
built, largely in medium density, medium rise blocks, which now constitute 5% of all social 
housing throughout the city. Land is bought on the open market, or acquired at reduced rates 
from government. As well as 8-12 storey apartments, innovative schemes have recycled old 
school classroom blocks to create compact two bedroomed retirement units with small front 
and back gardens (illustrated in the PPTs) and sheltered accommodation to rehouse elderly 
people moving voluntarily from under-occupied dwellings. In these ways BHC has proved 
more agile and active than many market enterprise developers. 
 
In developing nations, where rapid rates of rural-urban migration make voluntary housing 
initiatives even more significant, NGOs have faced even greater challenges. Innovative 
Government policies have provided infrastructure to support the direct involvement of local 
people and communities. Elsewhere communities have themselves taken the initiative. Micro 
Credit programs, such as those of the Grameen Bank, spreading from Bangladesh, 
throughout the world, have been among the most celebrated and influential (Bornstein, 1992, 
Yunus, 1998, Grameen Bank, 2016).  Small sums, up to the equivalent of $US 3,000, have 
been lent to members of over 40,000 groups of formerly penniless local people, supported 
only by the “social collateral “ of the trust of their neighbors. Participants have been enabled 
to improve their own dwellings, install power and water services and use locally produced 
Grameen Bank pre-fabricated components to embark on new home building programs. The 
extraordinary achievements of the Grameen and similar Micro Credit organisations have 
triggered the individual initiative of millions of the “poorest of the poor “ to cooperate to 
construct new or drastically improve their own dwellings. Taking responsibility for their own 
shelter makes possible a successful mix of contributions from governments, market 
enterprises and NGOs to provide essential services of water, power, sanitation and drainage. 
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The roles of communities, families and individuals in developing nations 
Such upgrading schemes recognise that while individuals and community groups can often 
be assisted to provide or improve their own shelter, public sector intervention is necessary to 
install the essentially communal services of clean water, reliable power, effective drainage 
and healthy disposal and treatment of sewage.  For instance, after the initial failure of  “clean 
clearance” of spontaneous settlements and their intended replacement by high-rise fringe 
estates in Kolkata in the early 1970s, the engineers of the Calcutta Metropolitan Development 
Authority  (CMDA, now the KMDA) switched emphasis to a massive program of “Bustee 
improvement” in line with the National Slum Development Programme (NSDP). This resulted 
in a 20 years program to service and upgrade over two million inner city slums and bustees, 
accommodating five million people or a third of the city’s population. Although a further one 
million Bustee dwellers and one million slum dwellers still await improvements to their homes, 
the achievements of public-private cooperation remains impressive. Dr Nita Kundu, writing for 
the Global Report on Human Settlements, summarises the need for a wide spectrum of 
policies involving local communities as well as government, market and NGOs: 
 
“Since slum improvement and poverty eradication require a comprehensive approach by 
pulling together different departments, a sense of convergence needs to be built up. 
Unfortunately, this is lacking in the Calcutta Metropolitan Corporation (CMC), As a result 
the CMC is not in a position to (fully) implement the National Slum Development 
Programmes (NDSP). Further slum improvement and poverty eradication under NSDP 
will require community participation.  Finally, private-public partnerships have been 
proved to be helpful in solving the local problems especially in slums and in promoting 
self help group activities” (UN Habitat, 2003). 
 
In developed countries, extreme exclusion and lack-lustre government and market 
responses may disempower whole communities, giving rise to a need for community based 
and cooperative housing action. Jacqueline Leavitt and Susan Saegert (1990) provide a 
heartening account of effective community-based action regenerating near derelict housing in 
New York’s Harlem by its own largely Afro- American residents. Devastated by decay, 
discrimination, poverty and drugs, Harlem’s once dignified and structurally sound old 
brownstone dwellings were falling apart in the 1970s and early 1980s. Abandoned and 
decaying old apartment blocks, resumed in the late1980s by New York City, were sold 
cheaply to co-ops and sitting tenants, often led by elderly black women, who successfully 
shaped the remaking of dwellings and communities. The authors conclude that community 
spirit and social bonds were the keys to these successes, so important to New York’s 
renaissance.  
 
Other instances of the adoption of such bottom up schemes include co-housing projects in 
Europe and North America; the work of sweat equity schemes in many USA cities; and the 
considerable, if small scale, achievements of housing cooperatives in towns and cities in both 
1980s Portugal and the UK. One celebrated example is the Coin Street Community Builders 
(CSCB, 2016) in Central London.  
 
CSCB has transformed a largely derelict 13-acre (5 ha) site into a thriving mixed-use 
neighbourhood, creating new co-operative homes, shops, galleries, and restaurants, a park 
and riverside walkway and sports facilities. Over two hundred well-built homes have been 
built at affordable rents for people in housing need with new schemes planned. Four housing 
co-operatives provide a mix of sized of flats and houses. Organising events and providing 
community services and spaces for shops and meetings generate income.  By global 
standards, these may be small-scale achievements, but they do provide significant examples 
of what can done by communities of determined and collaborative individuals. 
 
 Another rapidly expanding approach is “Cohousing”, defined as an intentional community of 
private homes grouped around shared space.  Each family home has its own private kitchen 
and traditional amenities with a shared common house normally including dining area, 
laundry, recreational spaces and parking, gardens and tool sheds. Most include 10-100 
individual dwellings. Growing fast in Europe with several hundred in each of Denmark, 
Netherlands and UK, there are also 160  co-housing schemes in 25 states in the USA, 
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accommodating up to 50,000 cohousing dwellings, throughout Europe and North America. 
Though more concerned with lifestyle, ecology and mutual aid, they are well suited to 
promote affordability and co-housing offers one more pathway to housing affordability 
(Cohousing Association of United States, 2015). 
 
7. Summary of Methods for Affordable Housing 
     
Given this wide spectrum of intersecting methods, it is not surprising that collaboration of 
several sets of agencies, organisations and individuals is normally required. Table 2, below, 
therefore indicates complementary, rather than competing, ways, means and policies. 
 
TABLE 2: METHODS, AGENCIES & EXAMPLES FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Method 
 
Agencies involved Examples 
1. Land Assembly Voluntary Associations. 
Government Agencies.  
Market Enterprises. 
Garden City Associations in Welwyn, Hemel 
Hempstead etc. 
UK New Towns- Stevenage etc. 
Portuguese Programa de Erradicação de 
Barracas (PER). 
Levittown (New York, Pennsylvania & New 
Jersey USA). 
New York City Property 
2. Tax Incentives  National & State Governments.  
Market Enterprises. 
West German Post war reconstruction. 
Spanish subsidies for home purchase 
Australian Economic Stimulus. 
 
3. Inclusionary 
Zoning- required mix 
of tenures, types, 
forms & costs 
Local Governments. 
Public Housing Agencies. 
Non-Government 
Organisations.  
Montreal, Vancouver & Toronto: 20% 
affordable housing required in developments 
of  > 200 dwellings. 
Chicago City & Community Land Trust: aim 
to develop 10-20% affordable housing in all 
new medium and large residential 
developments. 
4. Collaboration 
between sectors: 
e.g. public funding,  
mortgage 
guarantees, 
micro credit, housing 
coops 
National, State & Metro 
Governments. 
Market Enterprises. 
NGOs & CBOs. 
Communities, Families  & 
Individuals 
US Mortgage Guarantees for home 
purchase: FHA & Federal National Mortgage 
Association 1938- 2008. 
Levittowns in New York, Pennsylvania & 
New Jersey. 
Grameen Housing, Bangladesh villages 
UK Coin Street Community Builders. 
5. Partnership 
Schemes between 
governments & 
market enterprises 
Government Departments & 
Agencies:  e.g. UK Home & 
Communities Authority (HCA), 
South Australian Housing 
Trust (SAHT). 
Land Development 
Companies. 
UK Housing Associations with HCA. 
Spanish home purchase subsidy policies 
Housing South Australia with Delfin 
Developments in Golden Grove, Greater 
Adelaide.  
6. Collaborative 
community- baaed 
action  
Housing Cooperatives & 
Companies.  
Housing Development 
Agencies.  
NGOs. 
Coin Street Community Builders in London 
Orenco Housing Development Centre in 
Metro Portland, Oregon, USA 
Arban Housing in Dhaka, Bangladesh 
7. Micro Credit   for 
home building and 
improvement 
NGOs & CBOs making small 
loans for collaborative new 
building 
Grameen Housing in rural Bangladesh 
Mutual la Primera in La Paz, Bolivia. 
 
8. Collaboration 
between 
Governments, 
landlords, NGOs 
tenants & squatters 
Informal & Squatter settlement 
upgrading schemes. 
Bustee improvement in Kolkata, India 
Slum upgrading in Medellin, Columbia  
New York City’s Community Households 
Programme in Harlem, 1970s & 80s  
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8. Evaluation by Costs & Benefits 
 
Table 3 indicates the kinds of costs accruing to each of the major stakeholders in monetary 
terms  (which is how expenditure is committed and justified) while benefits are assessed in 
terms of satisfaction of goals and values, which are the original reasons for the expenditure. 
 
TABLE 3: EVALUATION OF COSTS & BENEFITS 
FOR AGENCIES & STAKEHOLDERS 
Stake 
holder 
roles 
Costs  Benefits Evaluation 
Govern 
ment 
1.Lost revenue 
in tax 
concessions.  
2. Direct 
expenditure on 
affordable 
housing 
programs 
1.Capacity to regulate 
economy  (as in Australia’s 
2008-13 economic stimulus & 
to some extent in the 
European Community);  
2. Improved productivity of 
securely housed families. 
3. Sustainability of housing 
stock.  
4. Inter generational equity of 
reduced housing costs for 
under-capitalised younger 
generation. 
5. Electoral support of large 
voting group. 
Productive long term 
economic & investment 
policies with rapid short 
term economic benefits and 
sustainable long term 
economic, social and 
electoral advantages. 
Market Lower & slower 
rates of financial 
return. 
1.Security of investments in 
government partnerships, 
2. Predictability of returns. 
3. Sustainable schemes. 
Good guaranteed maximum 
returns from minimum risks 
(“Maximin”) returns but poor 
comparative “Minimax” 
profits (minimum risks from 
maximum profits). Requires 
“cautious capitalism” of 
Social Market Economy as 
in West Germany & 
Scandinavian countries . 
NGOS & 
CBOs 
Management & 
support costs. 
1.Community Participation. 
2. Public reputation, credibility 
& status.  
3.Capacity for technical 
innovation. 
A challenging but potentially 
transformative role, linking 
contributions by 
governments to those of 
communities 
Individua
l 
uals & 
families 
Personal 
contributions of 
time, energy 
and funds, as in 
Microcredit 
1. Secure shelter. 
2. Enhanced personal 
productivity and family health 
3. Improved prospects for 
community collaboration, 
education & well being  
Long term reduced housing 
costs & increased capacity 
for productive investment in 
health, education, family life 
& personal development 
 
9. Conclusions  
 
This generalised evaluation suggests a number of conclusions for the roles of different 
sectors. While governments’ financial costs are considerable, they can expect to reap 
rewards of immediate and continuing social stability and electoral support, important to 
representative democratic systems as well as continuing financial returns from investments 
“as safe as houses”. By ensuring access to affordable housing for the upcoming generation, 
lacking the capital to invest in medium and high priced market dwellings, there is also an 
important gain in inter-generational equity, bringing its own associated benefits of social and 
political stability. 
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Although short-term private sector returns from affordable housing construction are likely to 
be outstripped by the gains to be made from building dwellings for the affluent,  the long-term 
investment security and predictability benefits provided by government partnerships have 
acquired powerful real world advantages following the housing-fuelled failures of the GFC. 
 
In many developed countries, such as in Scandinavia and Britain, where non-government 
organisations supply large volumes of affordable housing, the power of collaboration and 
initiative has produced rewards of both financial and political security. Elsewhere, in the 
developing world, NGOs have mostly become involved in affordable housing provision as a 
secondary activity, to such main ones as micro credit, home based industries, health 
improvement and environmental action. However, the enormous scope for NGOs in housing 
is demonstrated by the success of Grameen Housing, and schemes sponsored by the 
Community Organisation & Development Institute (CODI) in Thailand.  
 
Finally, throughput the developed world, individuals and communities are making use of 
unprecedented improvements in literacy, numeracy and electronic communication to 
collaborate with governments and NGOs to take housing initiatives into their own hands, in 
such examples as the UK’s Coin Street Community Builders and the USA’s Community 
Development Corporations. In many developing countries, the transformative effects of micro 
credit provide crucial impetus to the capacities of individual families and communities to 
themselves achieve the financial, physical and social benefits of secure and healthy shelter. 
                   
Housing affordability has never been more important nor more achievable, but it cannot be 
corralled into a single “universal cure” solution. Not only does it require conscious 
collaboration between all major sectors of organised society- communities, voluntary 
organisations, market enterprises and government and its agencies- but it can also exert the 
widest possible range of beneficial social and economic consequences throughout these 
sectors.  Governments can both act themselves and also incentivize and regulate the 
activities of all three other sets of stakeholders. Market enterprises can achieve sustainable 
long-term trading benefits by combining government incentives with their own efficiencies in 
cost cutting and agile inventiveness. NGOs and CBOs can be no less imaginative in applying 
community and client based links to develop new forms of collaboration to match identifiable 
needs with efficiently applied resources.  Finally, individuals and communities can themselves 
contribute unique local knowledge, personal energy and resilience to cooperate with each 
and with other stakeholders to satisfy their own basic human needs for affordable shelter. 
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